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REMARKS 

Claim 24 has been amended to specify that the DNA molecule of part (d) hybridizes to a 
complement of the DNA molecules of (a) or (b) and to clarify that it is the DNA molecule of part 
(d) which encodes the specified protein. Claims 25 and 29 have been amended to write them in 
independent form. 

It is submitted that none of these amendments constitute new matter, and their entry is 
requested. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 24, 26-28 and 30-34 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 2, first paragraph 
for lack of enablement because the DNA molecule of part (d) as written is the complement of the 
DNA specified in (a) or (b) and the specification does not disclose what proteins one would 
reasonably expect to obtain from such a DNA molecule. Claim 24 has been amended so that the 
DNA molecule of part (d) hybridizes to a complement of the DNA specified in (a) or (b) and to make 
it clear that it is this DNA molecule of part (d) which encodes the specified protein. The 
specification fully enables the DNA molecule set forth in part (d) of claim 24 and the protein 
encoded by this DNA molecule. Thus, it is submitted that the amendment to claim 24 obviates this 
enablement rejection of claims 24, 26-28 and 30-34. Withdrawal of this rejection is requested. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 24, 26-28 and 30-34 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph for being indefinite. Claim 24 has been amended as suggested by the Examiner so that 
the DNA molecule of part (d) hybridizes to a complement of the DNA specified in (a) or (b) and to 
make it clear that it is this DNA molecule of part (d) which encodes the specified protein. It is 
submitted that the amendment to claim 24 obviates this indefiniteness rejection of claims 24, 26-28 
and 30-34. Withdrawal of this rejection is requested. 

Applicants note that claims 25 and 29 have been rewritten in independent form. It is 
submitted that claims 25, 29 and 35-43 are allowable, because the objection to these claims as 
depending from a rejected base has been obviated. 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, in conjunction with the remarks made in the 
previous amendment, it is believed that the claims satisfy the requirements of the patent statutes and 
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are patentable over the prior art. Reconsideration of the instant application and early notice of 
allowance are requested. The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned if it is deemed to 
expedite allowance of the application. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, p.c. 

■» 

' Jeffrey L. Ihnen 

Registration No. 28,957 
Attorney for Applicants 
1425 K Street, N.W., Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
phone: 202-783-6040 
fax: 202-783-6031 
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